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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE 

1025 VERMONT AVENUE, N.W. SUITE 1120 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 
(202) 638-2269 FAX (202) 638-5936 

Februxy 27, 2003 

Xlai-lcnc H .  Doitcli 
Office o f  tlie Secretary 
Federal Communications Commissioil 
445 12"' Street. SLV 
Kashington, DC 20554 

Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Unibersal S e n i c e ,  C C  Docket 96-15; a n d  C C  
Dockets 98-171,90-j71, 92-237,99-200, 95-1 16, 98-170 

D e x  M s  Dortcli 

[ a n i  \vritiiig this letter to express coiicem regarding proposed refonns to the contribucion 
merhodology [or universal service. My understanding is that the Federal Comniunications 
Coniniissioii (FCC) is considering a n  alternative funding methodology that would 
signi ficantly cliange rhe cuml i t  systeni. Prescnrly, teleconimclliications firnis are required 
to t is2 a percentage ofrlieir interstate revenue to stippo~T t l ie  Uni\wsal  Servics Fund 
IUSF). The ne\\ proposal suggests shifting that  system LO one based on coiincctions -- 
meaning LSF contributions would be based on a flat monthly coiinection lee. 

The N-\:\CP's principal objective is to ensure the political, educational, social and 
economic equalily for racial and ethnic iiiinority groups of United States and to eliminate 
race prejudice. As such, i t  is clear that al l  consumers regardless of the i r  income level, 
ib l iers the) i ~ ~ o ~ k .  study or reside should have access to affordable and robust 
telccoinii i t i i i ic3tiOiis ser!.ices. The USF has been iiistruiiicntal in ensuring that all 
Aniericans I iavc ~ c c e s s  to affordable, comprehensii e telecomniuiiicatioiis services, 
particularly coiisuniers i n  liigli-cost sewice areas. lo\v-income coiisumers, schools, 
libraries aitd 1rur~1 liealtli providers. Many o f t h e  consuniers who benctit from the USF 
ai-e ou i~  coiistitiieiits. 

Curreiitly. thc L S F  coutribution assessment i i i e h o d o l o g  is revenue-based, wliich nieans 
that relecoiiinitinications providers have a fairly equitable and competitively neutral 
means ol'bcitlg assessed. Howyer, if this ~nerhodology is changed to the aforementioned 
~ [ ~ ~ ~ i i ~ ~ t i o i i - b a s ~ ~ i  approacli. coiisuiiiers who make fen or no interstate c3lIs would be 
assesscd tllc same as consumers. especially buslnesses. wlio make more interstate calls. 
This nwuis lowvolume and primarily residentjal customers would unfairly bear tlie 
burden oTcontribtitjng to the tiiiiversal ser\,ice fund .  I n  addition, telephone providers 
\vIio servicc the low-volume population wil l  be at a competitive disadvalitase under a 
conncctioii-hased iiiethodology. This IS  iieillier equitabls nor competitively neutral. 

! 



.As 3 result. 1 fear fe\cer providers and limited options will be available to low-volume 
customers. I urge the Commission to take a closer look at how consumers who utilize 
product such 3s pre-paid wireless scrvices would be adversely affected by the connectioii- 
I~ased proposals. I belisce it's ilrtportalit io note that others providing coniments, such as 
Consiimcrs Union and the National .4ssociation of Stare Utility Consumer Advocates 
point out that a connection-based assessinciit mcthodology is particularly harmful to low- 
\oliiine consumers. Furthennore, under this newly proposed funding methodology. more 
11i;iii one ivirelcss provider acknowledged that the cos1 of wireless service would increase 
for Io\L-voItinie tisers. 

Lt is o f  special interest iii this procecding because pre-paid wireless providers offer a 
uniquc senJice to portions of the .African American community, including: low-income 
users or young pcople who cannot meet credit or security deposit requirements; migrant 
and seasonal workers without a peniianent address; people who are unwilling to enter 
into a long-temi contractual commitment; senior citizens or public assistance recipients 
~ l h o  are on ;I fixed incomes; individuals \\ho want to control their telephone costs; and 
\?omen and others who use them primarily for emergency or security purposes 

LVhereas in  the past, wireline telephone service was considered a fundamental utility for 
all .Americans, wireless Lelephone service is fast becoming a supplemental mode of basic 
coniinunication among lhrnily members, friends and business associates. Consequently, 
ensuring lowinconie and low volunie iiiteistate consumers have affordable access to 
wireless telephone service is an important objective. That is why the FCC must do 
everj<hins in  its authority to ensure that changes to the universal service funding 
mechanism do not inadvertently raise the cost of telephone service at the expense of 
consumers such as those mentioned abo1.e. 

Finally, I urge tlic FCC to move cautiously wi th  refomis to the universal service funding 
incthodology and lo reject this particular concept of 3 connection-based methodology. '4s 
alnays,  we welcome the opportunity to assist the FCC and the industry with constructing 
viable solutions to emerging challenges in the telecommunications arena. 

If there is anphing else I can do to help advance this process, can be reached by 
telephone at (102)  635-1269. 
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